: Characteristics of the studies included in meta-analysis for physical activity on Alzheimer's disease and Dementia Australia Specify study characteristics (e.g., PICOS, length of follow-up) and report characteristics (e.g., years considered, language, publication status) used as criteria for eligibility, giving rationale.
4-6
Information sources 7 Describe all information sources (e.g., databases with dates of coverage, contact with study authors to identify additional studies) in the search and date last searched. and any processes for obtaining and confirming data from investigators.
6
Data items 11 List and define all variables for which data were sought (e.g., PICOS, funding sources) and any assumptions and simplifications made.
Risk of bias in individual studies 12 Describe methods used for assessing risk of bias of individual studies (including specification of whether this was done at the study or outcome level), and how this information is to be used in any data synthesis.
NA Summary measures 13
State the principal summary measures (e.g., risk ratio, difference in means). Specify any assessment of risk of bias that may affect the cumulative evidence (e.g., publication bias, selective reporting within studies).
9-12
Additional analyses 16 Describe methods of additional analyses (e.g., sensitivity or subgroup analyses, meta-regression), if done, indicating which were pre-specified.
6-8

RESULTS
Study selection 17
Give numbers of studies screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in the review, with reasons for exclusions at each stage, ideally with a flow diagram.
Fig 1 Study characteristics 18
For each study, present characteristics for which data were extracted (e.g., study size, PICOS, follow-up period) and provide the citations.
Suppl Material
Risk of bias within studies 19 Present data on risk of bias of each study and, if available, any outcome level assessment (see item 12).
NA
Results of individual studies 20
For all outcomes considered (benefits or harms), present, for each study: (a) simple summary data for each intervention group (b) effect estimates and confidence intervals, ideally with a forest plot.
Fig 2-5
Synthesis of results
21
Present results of each meta-analysis done, including confidence intervals and measures of consistency. Criteria was adapted from the JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for descriptive/case series research. For the included studies: 1) Was the study based on a random or pseudo-random sample? 2) Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined? 3) Were confounding factors identified and strategies to deal with them stated? 4) Were outcomes assessed using objective criteria? 5) If comparisons were being made, was there sufficient description of the groups? 6) Were the outcomes of people who withdrew described and included in the analysis? 7) Were outcomes measured in a reliable way? 8) Was appropriate statistical analysis used? 9) Was the research ethical according to current criteria or, for recent evidence of ethical approval by an appropriate body? 10) Did the conclusions drawn in the research report flow from the analysis or interpretation of the data? Each item was rated Y = Yes, N = No or U = Unclear. Unclear was awarded where not enough information was provided. High quality: meets ≥ 7 criteria, Moderate quality: meets ≥ 4 criteria, Low quality: < 4 criteria.
